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158 YALE LAW JOURNAL. 

Witnesses — Impeachment. — Brink v. Stratton, 68 N. E. 148 (N. Y.). — 
Held, that a witness may not be interrogated as to his belief in the existence 
of a Supreme Being who would punish him for false swearing, thus affecting 
his credibility. 

In People v. Most, 128 N. Y. 108, this question was disposed of by the 
court without discussion with the remark that "the exception to the question 
put to the witness on cross-examination as to his belief in a Supreme Being 
is frivolous." And the decision was the same in Stanbro v. Hopkins, 28 
Barb. 265, although there the discussion of the question was obiter. But 
reason and authority appear to justify the court in overruling those decisions. 
Perry's Case, 3 Grat. 632; Bush v. Com., 80 Ky. 244. The only cases ap- 
parently contra may be distinguished, since they were based on a constitutional 
provision that "facts which have heretofore caused the exclusion of testimony 
may still be shown for the purpose of lessening its credibility." State v. 
Elliott, 45 la. 486; Leary v. Miller, 57 la. 613. 



